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The fact is, this debate is a waste of

time. For any of our citizens who hap-
pen to be watching it today, it is a sad
day in my view because it once again
demonstrates that we are mistaking
motion for movement.

b 1300

We should not be wasting our time on
a meaningless motion like this.

I would urge the Speaker of the
House to immediately bring a continu-
ing resolution to the floor so that this
charade can stop, so that Government
can stay open, so that Government
agencies can provide the services to
which the taxpayers are entitled, and
stop the political game.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM],
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Crime of the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

(Mr. MCCOLLUM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I want to say that I truly believe
that there is probably no other illus-
tration better than this bill today of
the differences between Republicans
and Democrats, fundamentally about
our approach to government and fun-
damentally about the revolution that
is taking place with the new majority.
We are not doing business as usual, and
some, I can understand it, on the other
side of the aisle would like to see us do
it the traditional way.

Yes, there is authorizing legislation
that normally would come through the
authorizing committee to the floor in
this bill, and, yes, we are doing some
major changes, different from what the
President wants, and, yes, we know
that we cannot succeed in some of
these votes up and down with a
straight ability to override a Presi-
dential veto because we do not have
the votes to do that.

But we are determined in our revolu-
tion this year in making the change to
the new majority to do what the public
wants us to do, and that is to make a
difference, to really change the way we
fight crime, among other things, and
the way our Government responds to
things.

What this bill does and what this leg-
islation on crime fighting does is to do
that. It, first of all, takes a program or
two passed by the Democrats in the
last Congress that provided Washing-
ton business-as-usual grants out there
for more police officers and for all
kinds of so-called prevention programs
that governments would have to apply
for and do it the way Washington said,
takes all of those programs and rolls
them into one single $10-billion grant
program, block-grant program, for
which local cities and counties would
get the money to fight crime as they
see fit. If they wanted to hire new po-
licemen, they could. If they wanted to

do a drug treatment program, they
could. If they wanted to use that
money for a new piece of equipment,
they could do that. Whatever they
wanted to do; what is good for Port-
land, OR, is not good for Charleston.
One size does not fit all. That is a very
big difference between Republicans and
Democrats.

We do not believe Washington should
be dictating how to fight crime or
many other things to local govern-
ments. They ought to be making those
decisions, and the President’s veto is
an indication he does not agree with
us. He agrees with the typical business-
as-usual liberal Democrats who like
big government in Washington.

The second thing in this bill about
fighting crime we seem to overlook
that is very important, maybe more
important in some ways than getting
100,000 cops and changing the way we
do business around here and so on, is
the fact that we have in this bill a
change in the way we go about the in-
centive program for building new pris-
ons to try to encourage States, if they
meet the goal of requiring violent re-
peat offenders to serve at least 85 per-
cent of their sentences, then they can
get prison grant money. Many States
are changing their laws to build these
prisons. We have prisoners today get-
ting out, serving only a third of their
sentences and committing violent
crimes over and over again.

We ought to take away the key and
throw it away and do away with it.

The last piece in this bill is prison
litigation reform. The President vetoed
that, too. This bill should not have
been vetoed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
UPTON). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the mo-
tion.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
ROGERS].

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

REQUEST FOR COMMITTEE ON AP-
PROPRIATIONS BE DISCHARGED
FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
131, FURTHER CONTINUING AP-
PROPRIATION, FISCAL YEAR 1996

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Appropriations be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of House Joint Res-
olution 131, which is a clean continuing
resolution to extend the Government
through January 26, authorize 2.4 per-
cent military pay raise, effective Janu-
ary 1, eliminate 6-month disparity be-
tween COLA payment dates for mili-
tary and civilian retirees in fiscal 1996,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, regular
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the guidelines consistently issued by
successive Speakers as recorded on
page 534 of the House rules manual, the
Chair is constrained not to entertain
the gentleman’s request until it has
been cleared by the bipartisan floor
and committee leaderships, and, there-
fore, it is not in order at this time.

Mr. OBEY. I hope it will soon be
cleared.

f

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 2539, THE ICC TERMI-
NATION ACT OF 1995

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 312 and ask for the
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 312

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2539) to abolish the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, to amend subtitle IV of
title 49, United States Code, to reform eco-
nomic regulation of transportation, and for
other purposes. All points of order against
the conference report and against its consid-
eration are waived. The conference report
shall be considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN]
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my good friend,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MOAKLEY], pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose
of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 312 al-
lows for the consideration of the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 2539,
the Interstate, Commerce Commission
Termination Act of 1995. Under the
rule, all points of order against the
conference report and against its con-
sideration are waived, and the con-
ference report shall be considered as
read.

Mr. Speaker, although I do not gen-
erally favor granting blanket waivers,
the Rules Committee was provided
with a list of specific waivers required
for consideration of this bill, and this
rule was adopted by voice vote in the
Rules Committee.

Also, there was discussion yesterday
that the Senate might consider a con-
current resolution which would effec-
tively amend this conference report to
include the Whitfield amendment as
passed by the House. I supported the
Whitfield amendment when it was
adopted by the House because it pro-
vided important protections for small
and medium size railroad employees
who lose their jobs because of a merger
or acquisition. I think this language
should have been retained without
change in this conference report.
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